Introduction
Economic growth in the Latin America and Caribbean (LAC) region has slowed significantly since the start of the decade. While there is evidence of an uptick in growth since 2017, driven largely by external factors such as improved commodity prices (Vegh et al., 2018) , recent projections forecast an annual growth rate of 1.9 percent for 2018, which is below that of the region's major trading partners-the US and EU, and indeed is below the global average. If this pattern continues going forward, the region's share in the global economy is forecast to decline. What is at the root of this problem? Low productivity growth in addition to low levels of capital accumulation have been highlighted as the principal explanations for the region's poor economic progress (see, for example, Crespi and Zuniga (2012) , Pagés (2010) and IDB (2018)).
Indeed, the possible causes underlying low productivity in the region are numerous; a recent report by the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB, 2018) notes that factors such as tax administration, labor regulations, and a lack of innovation may all contribute to the problem. What kind of policies could be implemented to boost productivity? While regulatory and institutional reform have an important role to play, in this research we consider policies at the firm level. In the past decade, a growing body of evidence has emerged, pointing to the strong impact that improved management practices can exert on firm-level productivity. It is this link-that between management practices and productivity-that we focus on in this paper, using data from recent Enterprise Surveys of seven countries in the region, namely Argentina, Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Paraguay, Peru and Uruguay.
While acknowledgment of the link between management practices and productivity has been gaining ground in the past decade or so, the concept is not new. Indeed, as far back as the mid-1980s, Gershenberg (1986) noted a shift in focus among policy makers and economists away from the roles that only capital and labor may play in increasing output in less-developed economies, and towards the recognition of the role that management may play in boosting productivity. Much of the more recent research in the area has been pioneered by Bloom and Van Reenen. As outlined in their seminal paper on the topic (Bloom and Van Reenen, 2007) , the authors developed a survey instrument to systematically measure management practices of 732 medium-sized manufacturing firms in France, Germany, the United Kingdom and the United States. Their results show that better management practices are associated with higher productivity, profitability and firm survival. Another interesting result that emerges from their analysis is that the management practices of firms in the United States are superior to those in the other countries. However, in all countries there is significant heterogeneity among firms, with a tail of 3 relatively-poorly managed firms being present in each. The authors find that two factors that have an important impact on management practices are competition and family ownership of firms.
In a subsequent paper, Bloom and Van Reenen (2010) , the authors study more closely the drivers of the differences in management practices. Extending their analysis to cover 17 countries across the globe, including both developed and developing countries, the authors confirm their earlier results that better managed firms perform better. Among this expanded group of 17 countries, firms in the US still score the highest, whereas firms in southern Europe (Greece and Portugal) and in developing countries (Brazil, China and India) have, on average, the most poorly-managed firms. The authors find that the following factors contribute towards poor management practices: low product market competition, family ownership, labor market regulations, human capital (education of both managers and workers), and barriers to information that slow the diffusion of improved management practices. The fact that firms in the US are found to have better management practices has important implications for aggregate patterns of productivity growth, as shown in Bloom, Sadun and Van Reenen (2012) . The authors find that better management practices account for approximately half the difference in productivity growth between US and EU firms in the 10 years after 1995.
In addition to the positive link between management practices and firm performance, find positive impacts for the environment also-better managed firms in the UK are, in addition to being significantly more productive, significantly less energy intensive. However, more recent research by Boyd and Curtis (2014) , has shown that the relationship between management and energy intensity is more nuanced in the US, and that a higher "generic" management score does not necessarily imply improved energy performance.
While much of the data on firms' management practices relate to firms in developed economies, the impact of management practices has been shown to be significant in the developing world also. consider the factors that impede the productivity of firms in the developing world and find that poor management practices, a lack of access to finance, and a lack of delegation of decision making (whereby owners do not delegate to managers) all contribute to lower productivity. To take a closer look at the link between management practices and firm productivity in the developing world context, Bloom et al. (2013) conducted an experiment in India in which a randomly-selected set of plants were provided with consultancy services on how to improve their management practices. Their results show that these improved practices increased productivity by 17 percent, relative to the control firms, and led these firms to expand their operations. The main mechanisms that the authors cite that boost productivity are 4 improvements in quality and efficiency, and reduced levels of inventory. Furthermore, the authors note that the main factor that impedes firms from independently adopting better management practices themselves is barriers to information. In a follow-up paper, Bloom et al. (2018) , the authors revisited these manufacturing plants in India and found that plants in the treatment group had dropped approximately half of the management practices that had been introduced as part of the experiment due to turnover of key personnel and managerial time constraints. However, nine years after the experiment was initiated, a gap remained between the management practices of treatment and control plants, and, furthermore, treatment plants continued to perform better. Finally, upon revisiting the plants, the authors found that the utilization of improved management practices had spread across plants within the same firm, but not, however, between firms.
In this paper, we focus on management practices of establishments in the LAC region. An earlier analysis of management practices in four countries in this region (namely, Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Mexico) by Lemos and Scur (2012) showed that firms in Latin America employ poor management practices when compared to firms in Europe and Asia. The authors note that one of the primary reasons for lagging managerial practices is the high prevalence of family owned and run firms in the region. Furthermore, the authors confirm that better management practices are linked to improved productivity, both at the firm and the national level. The positive impact of improved management practices on firm performance in the region is confirmed by Bruhn et al. (2018) . Based on evidence from a randomized control trial of small and medium-sized enterprises in Mexico, the authors show that firms that were given access to management consultancy services for one year had higher levels of total factor productivity and return on assets. Using administrative data, the authors also show that, five years after the treatment, those firms that had received consultancy services employed significantly more workers; showing that the impacts of improved management practices endure.
In terms of the long-term impacts of management practices on productivity, recent analysis by Giorcelli (forthcoming) confirms what was found by Bloom et al., 2018 and Bruhn et al., 2018 -that the positive impacts of improved management practices are long lasting. Studying Italian firms that received funding for management training trips to the US and more technologically-advanced machinery as part of the Marshall Plan, the author finds that both interventions (management training and improved machinery) led to increases in productivity, but that the impacts of management training lasted longer. Furthermore, Giorcelli shows that while in the short run, larger firms benefitted relatively more from management training, over time, firms with fewer than 50 employees benefitted more.
Turning to our own results, data from the Enterprise Surveys reveal notable differences between the management practices of establishments within the LAC region. According to our survey data, establishments in Colombia have the most structured management practices in place, while establishments in Bolivia have the least structured practices (Figure 2) . The poor management of establishments that we see, on average, in Bolivia appears to be driven, at least in part, by a number of very badly-managed firms, shown by the longer left tail of the distribution for Bolivia ( Figure 3) ; this echoes the results highlighted by Bloom and Van Reenen in their 2010 paper showing that much of the variation between countries in terms of management practices is due to a tail of poorly-managed firms present in some countries. Our results also show that certain establishment characteristics are important predictors of better management; larger establishments, as well as those that export, have higher management scores. Establishments that recruit their manager from outside the establishment (as opposed to those who promote internally), and establishments with formal workforce training programs in place, also have higher management scores. Furthermore, we confirm what was shown in the seminal Bloom et al. (2007) paper-that better management practices are associated with better outcomes. We show that more structured management practices are associated with higher labor productivity and, for a subset of larger manufacturing establishments, higher total factor productivity also. When we break down the results by each individual country, we find notably different impacts across the seven countries studied-for three of the seven countries analyzed (Argentina, Paraguay and Peru), we find no evidence of a positive relationship between management and labor productivity based on the average across all establishments. However, in Argentina and Paraguay, there does appear to be a positive link for establishments of 50 of more employees, while in Peru the data show that establishments must employ at least 100 workers before a significant relationship between management practices and labor productivity can be detected.
We make several distinct contributions to the literature on management practices and productivity.
Firstly, while analyses of establishments' management practices have been studied in many countries across the world, in only two of the countries that we study (Argentina and Colombia) can we find evidence of previous research on management practices, and so we are shedding new light on the role of management in five previously unstudied contexts. Secondly, in addition to information on management practices, our data contain detailed information on establishment characteristics, on performance metrics and on the business environment. We can exploit these rich data to more accurately estimate the relationship between management practices and establishments' outcomes, and to test in which contexts management matters most. Finally, the surveys from which our data come are designed to be 6 representative of each economy's formal private sector, covering establishments with five or more employees, thus our findings are less narrow than many previous analyses, which have tended to focus only on larger manufacturing firms.
The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows: section 2 outlines the methodology used to measure management practices and to analyze the relationship between management and performance; section 3 presents the data and descriptive statistics; section 4 presents the empirical findings; and, finally, section 5 discusses the results and provides some brief concluding remarks.
Methodology 2.1 Measuring and scoring management practices
Work to systematically quantify management practices has been pioneered by Van Reenen (2007, 2010) The Enterprise Survey asks about five specific components of management practices, these are as follows:
(1) action taken when a problem arose in production or service provision; (2) the number of production or service provision performance indicators monitored; (3) the level of ease or difficulty to achieve production or service provision targets; (4) personnel's knowledge of production or service provision targets; and (5) the basis of managers' performance bonuses. For each component, establishments receive a score between zero and one, where higher scores indicate more structured practices. Take, for example, the component of management practices that examines how establishments respond to problems in production or service provision (action when a problem in production or service provision arose). The least structured practice would be "No action was taken", while the most structured would be "We fixed it and took action to make sure it did not happen again". The individual components can be aggregated into a single average management score, where each establishment's score is an unweighted average of the individual components. A detailed description of how each component was asked and scored can be found in Appendix 1. 
Where , , is the outcome variable-the performance of establishment, , operating in sector, , and country, . In our analysis performance is measured either as an establishment's labor productivity-log of sales per worker, or total factor productivity-the portion of output that is not explained by the amount of inputs used (which, due to data constraints, can be calculated for manufacturing establishments only). The data show heterogeneous levels of female empowerment in the private sector (as measured by the proportion of establishments with a female top manager). In Bolivia, just over 26 percent of establishments are managed by women, whereas only 8 percent of establishments in Argentina are. In Bolivia, establishments are also characterized by highly concentrated ownership structures-here, 45 percent of establishments are sole proprietorships. In Ecuador, on the other hand, in only 1.6 percent of establishments is the ownership concentrated in the hands of a single owner. In all countries, the average establishment employs experienced top managers, with the average number of years of managers' experience being close to, or greater than, 20 years in all countries. Note: Survey weights are applied in the computation of the averages presented above.
Performance and management
The main metrics we use to measure the performance of the establishments are labor productivity and total factor productivity. Labor productivity represents the monetary value of sales per worker and can be calculated for establishments operating in all sectors. The figures for total factor productivity (TFP), on the other hand, are less intuitive. Our TFP estimates are based on observed monetary values (as opposed to physical units) and are estimated assuming a worldwide common production technology for each 2-digit industry. 2 The resulting TFP estimates represent the portion of output that is not explained by the amount of inputs utilized and, thus, unlike labor productivity results, TFP estimates are not expressed in monetary terms. TFP may be considered a better measure of efficiency than labor productivity, as it captures the level of efficiency at which all factors of production are utilized to produce output. However, due to the data requirements for the estimation of TFP, it can only be computed for establishments in the manufacturing sector (hence the lower "N" for TFP in Table 2 ).
Because average productivity figures can be strongly influenced by outliers in the sample, Table 2 below presents both the average and the median values for labor and total factor productivity. Of the seven countries covered, sales per worker are highest in Uruguay, as reflected in both the mean and median 10 values. Average labor productivity is lowest in Paraguay, although the median value is lower in Bolivia (where the average is inflated by outliers). In contrast to the figures for labor productivity, mean total factor productivity is highest in Paraguay, although it is third highest here when measured at the median.
Average total factor productivity is lowest in Argentina, although the lowest median value is recorded in Bolivia. Note: Survey weights are applied in the computation of the data presented above
The cumulative distributions of labor productivity (expressed in logs) and total factor productivity are displayed in Figure 1 below. The graph illustrates that there is no clear stochastic dominance among the countries, although the left panel of Figure 1 does show that establishments in Bolivia generally perform poorly in terms of labor productivity, whereas establishments in Uruguay perform well. The right panel of Figure 1 corroborates what was displayed in Table 2 -while establishments in Argentina have relatively high labor productivity, their relative performance is less strong according to total factor productivity. In section 1, we outlined concerns that have been raised at the macro level that productivity growth has been lagging in the region, and the micro data from the WBES provide further justification of these concerns. Table 3 shows the evolution of labor productivity and total factor productivity across the seven countries covered in our analysis, for the three rounds of WBES data that are available for these countries.
While average labor productivity increased from 2006 to 2010, it subsequently declined in 2017; for the median establishment, there was a minor increase between 2010 and 2017. Total factor productivity also increased from 2006 to 2010, but subsequently declined-this holds at both the mean and the median values. Turning next to establishments' management practices, the data from the 2017 Enterprise Surveys show that, based on the average management score, establishments in Colombia perform best, while management practices appear to be, on average, worst in Bolivia; this is displayed in Figure 2 . Turning to the individual management practices, Table 4 shows that, in Colombia, establishments perform relatively well across most components of management measured in the survey. In general, establishments in all countries display high levels of proactiveness when it comes to responding to problems, but poor structures for the allocation of bonuses. Looking specifically at the issue of managers' bonuses, where a higher score is given to establishments where management bonuses are based on the managers' own performance, as opposed to broader company-wide metrics, establishments across the region receive low scores. Indeed, the data show that, on average 67 percent of establishments indicate that they do not pay bonuses to managers. 
Empirical findings
In this section we first consider which establishment characteristics are significant predictors of better management practices, and then examine the relationship between management practices and performance.
Characteristics related to better management practices
Certain establishment characteristics are consistently associated with better management practiceslarge establishments, exporting establishments, and foreign-owned establishments have more structured practices in place. These facts are consistent with patterns observed in the US and other countries. 4 That there is a difference by size category is not surprising as some of the practices measured are more applicable to larger establishments. For example, one could expect smaller establishments to monitor fewer performance metrics and to have less structured forms of incentive pay. Additionally, large establishments are more likely to have access to the necessary resources and to have sufficient scale to enable them to employ better managers. One could also expect foreign-owned establishments to be better managed, firstly, because they are generally larger, and also because, as an earlier study by Bloom and Van Reenen (2010) has shown, when multinational enterprises enter a new country, they often transplant their (better) management practices from abroad. In addition to this, better managed establishments may be more attractive to foreign investors and thus more likely to have become foreignowned. Similarly, exporting establishments are more likely to implement better management practices than non-exporting establishments as foreign markets not only expose them to greater competition, but also to greater access to information and practices that can be assimilated into their operations.
Since size, exporting status, and foreign ownership are all likely to be correlated, it is interesting to ask:
which establishment characteristics are significant predictors of better management? Columns (1) to (6) of Table 5 below display the relationship between several individual establishment characteristics and average management score, accounting for sector and location of operation. The results in column (7) show which individual characteristics remain significant after taking the other characteristics into account. Notes: Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Survey weights are used in all regressions. Table 5 confirms that larger establishments have more structured management practices in place (column (1)), a relationship that holds even after accounting for all other characteristics (column (7)). The table also shows that exporting establishments have higher average management scores (columns (2) and (7)).
On average, foreign-owned establishments also have higher scores (column (3)), but this relationship is not significant once other variables are accounted for (column (7)), which suggests that it is the other characteristics associated with being foreign owned (such as exporting status, or size), and not the effect of foreign ownership itself, which results in higher management practices among these establishments.
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Column (4) of Table 5 shows that sole proprietorships have worse management practices, which is in line with the results of Scur (2012, 2018) who find that family-owned firms have significantly lower management scores. Column (5) shows that establishments that offer formal training to their workers, unsurprisingly, have better management practices in place. This echoes the findings of Bloom and Van Reenen (2010) who show that firms that use human capital more intensively (as proxied by more educated workers) are better managed. Interestingly, the significance of the relationship between sole proprietorship and management practices disappears once other characteristics are accounted for, but the relationship between formal training and management is more robust to the inclusion of other controls (column (7)). Finally, column (6) suggests that establishments who recruited their manager from outside the establishment (as opposed to those who promoted internally) have better management practices-a relationship that also holds after controlling for other establishment characteristics (column (7)).
Management practices and productivity
Across countries in both the developing and developed world, studies have shown that there are positive and significant returns to improved management practices. Furthermore, research by Bloom et al. (2013) has shown particularly strong positive impacts in some developing-world contexts. Our results based on seven countries in Latin America confirm that there is indeed a significant relationship between improved management practices and productivity.
To examine the relationship between management practices and productivity, we estimate the model described in equation (1) on the establishments surveyed; the results of this regression using labor productivity as the outcome variable are presented in table 6 below. Column (1) shows that there is a positive and significant link between an establishment's average management score and its sales per worker. It also illustrates which other establishment characteristics are, ceteris paribus, associated with higher labor productivity; namely size (bigger establishments have higher labor productivity), foreign ownership, exporting status, and less concentrated ownership structures (relative to sole proprietorships, all other legal forms have higher average labor productivity). Table 6 also presents the results of the relationship between each of the individual practices and labor productivity. Column (2) of table 6 shows that there is a positive and significant relationship between the component of management practices that describes how establishments respond to problems and labor productivity. On the other hand, the survey data reveal no significant relationship between the number of performance metrics monitored (column (3)), nor the difficulty of targets (column (4)) and labor productivity-while in both cases the coefficients are positive, they are not statistically significant.
However, column (5) shows that the component of management practices that deals with the communication of targets to personnel is significantly associated with higher labor productivity. This suggests that it is not the number, nor the difficulty of targets that motivates workers to achieve better outcomes, but the communication of the targets throughout an establishment's workforce and not just to the upper echelons of management. Finally, column (6) shows that there is no significant link between the basis of managers' performance bonuses and labor productivity. The absence of a link between bonuses and performance is surprising, as previous analyses based on Chinese data by Kato and Long (2006) , Lin, Shen, and Su (2011), and Feng, and Johansson (2017) all found a positive and significant relationship between executive pay and firm performance. Table 7 below presents the results of the regression of management practices on establishments' total factor productivity and only for manufacturing firms.
5 Column (1) of Table 7 shows that, on average across all manufacturing establishments, there is no significant relationship between the average management score and total factor productivity. In terms of the other establishment-level characteristics, Table 7 shows that only establishment size is significantly associated with total factor productivity, with larger establishments being more productive. Turning to the individual management practices, column (3) below presents some weak evidence of a negative relationship between the number of performance metrics monitored and total factor productivity, suggesting that more is not always better. On the other hand,
column (5) confirms what was shown in Table 6 above, that communicating performance targets throughout the establishment is associated with higher productivity. It is possible that some of the individual management practices are likely to result in higher levels of productivity in larger establishments only. For example, there may be diminishing returns to the number of performance targets monitored in smaller enterprises; similarly, in smaller enterprises the question regarding the basis of performance bonuses may be less relevant. As such, the relationship between management and productivity is estimated separately for larger establishments (those with 50 or more employees). The results are displayed in Table 8 (which presents an abridged version of the results; the full results tables can be found in Appendix 2); Panel A of Table 8 shows that the relationship between the average management score and labor productivity is stronger for larger establishments (the coefficient on the average management score increases from 0.537 for all firms to 0.735 for large firms, although the difference is not statistically significant at 95 percent confidence level). Looking at the effect of the individual management practices on labor productivity, columns (2) through (6) of Table 5 show no significant effects, although the lack of statistical significance is likely to be due, in part, to a reduced sample size.
Turning to the total factor productivity results for establishments with 50 or more employees, Panel B of Table 8 shows that the effect of the average management score on total factor productivity results is of much greater magnitude for these establishments-the coefficient increases from 0.21 to 0.87 and becomes statistically significant. Furthermore, for this subset of larger establishments, there is a link between total factor productivity and the component of management that measures establishments' response to problems in production, and the component that represents the basis of managers' 20 performance bonuses. For this sub-sample of larger establishments, however, the relationship between total factor productivity and knowledge of targets, while remaining positive, is no longer statistically significant. The results discussed thus far suggest that improved management practices are associated with higher productivity, and that their impact is concentrated among larger establishments. These are based on combining the data for all countries, which may mask some important differences in how effective these practices can be in different contexts. The seven countries analyzed differ in terms of their level of development (Bolivia, for example, is, according to World Bank classifications, a lower-middle income economy, while Argentina is classified as high income), their industry composition (in Argentina, 46 percent of establishments are engaged in manufacturing; compared to 18 percent in Ecuador where the service industry dominates) and their institutional environments (Peru ranked number 68 out of 190 countries in the 2019 Doing Business report, while Bolivia was much farther down the rankings at 156).
All these aspects, as well as many others, could impact the effectiveness of management practices. Table 9 below considers the relationship between improved management practices and labor productivity in each of the seven countries separately. It shows that a significant relationship exists between the average management score and sales per worker in Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador and Uruguay. However, in 21 Argentina, Paraguay and Peru, there is no significant impact of improved management. In terms of total factor productivity, the results are much weaker -there is only a positive and (weakly) significant relationship between management and total factor productivity in Ecuador. However, as total factor productivity is only measured for the manufacturing sector, the sample sizes in Table 10 are small, which may make it difficult to estimate a statistically meaningful effect. In Bolivia, the relationship between management practices and total factor productivity is negative, but this estimate is based on a small sample size (only 52 establishments). It is worth investigating further the results for Argentina, Paraguay and Peru where, unlike other countries, there appears to be no relationship between average management scores and labor productivity. A closer inspection of the data reveals that, in these countries, the impact of management practices on labor productivity kicks in once establishments reach a certain size. In Argentina and Paraguay, management practices are significantly related to labor productivity for larger firms (those with 50 or more employees).
In Peru, the effect sets in for establishments that are larger still-while there is no relationship between management practices and productivity for establishments with 50 or more workers, there is a positive and significant relationship for establishments employing 100 or more workers; these relationships are displayed in Error! Reference source not found. Table 11 below.
Overall, Table 11 shows that the impact of management practices in different sized establishments is not homogenous across the seven countries. While there is a general pattern of better management having a greater impact in larger establishments, the results for the largest establishments are not always statistically significant (likely due to small sample sizes in some countries). Also notable is the negative impact on the largest establishments in Bolivia. However, this result is based on a sample of only 63 establishments. Furthermore, a closer look at this result reveals that the negative effect is being driven by establishments with 100+ employees that are operating in the services sector, of which there are only 29; thus, we would caution against putting too much emphasis on this result. In addition to looking at difference across size and country, it is interesting to consider what other factors may impact an establishment's ability to benefit from improved management practices. Error! Reference source not found.Table 12 below shows that the premia associated with improved management differs by the degree of technological or knowledge intensity of the sector in which the establishment operates.
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The results show no significant benefit from improved management practices in low-tech sectors, while in medium and high-tech sectors there is a positive and significant relationship between improved management and labor productivity. Considering total factor productivity, it appears that only establishments operating in high-tech sectors benefit from improved management practices, although this result is based on a small sample size (only 39 establishments). Another important driver of productivity is innovation, which may be related to management. Indeed, it has been shown by Sadun et al. (2017) that well-managed firms invest more in R&D and hold more patents. In terms of whether management practices may be more or less effective than technological innovations, Giorcelli (forthcoming) shows that in a sample of Italian manufacturing firms, the positive impact of improved management practices was longer-lasting than that of more technologically-advanced equipment, and that improved management and better equipment were in fact complementary. We can compare the relative impacts of improved management practices and innovation by examining both variables in a single model. The results displayed in panel A of table 13 below show that, on average across all firms, both have a positive and significant impact on labor productivity. However, for larger enterprises (those employing 50 or more workers), when we control for management practices and innovation together, only management is significantly linked to higher output per worker. Looking at the impact of both management practices and innovation on total factor productivity, panel B of table 13 shows that, on average across all firms, more innovation is related to higher total factor productivity, but better management is not. However, for larger firms the pattern flips, and it is better management, and not innovation, that is associated with higher total factor productivity. 
Addressing endogeneity
The results discussed so far account for the sector and location of operation, as well as several establishment characteristics that may be related to both management and performance (such as age, number of employees, foreign ownership, and legal form). However, based on these results it is hard to say whether better management practices lead to more efficient use of resources and, thus, higher productivity, or whether better performing establishments have access to greater resources that enable them to recruit better managers. This can be investigated by looking at the sub-sample of establishments that have externally-recruited managers (i.e., managers who had experience in the sector before joining the establishment), as opposed to those who were promoted to manage from within the establishment.
As column (1) of Table 13 shows, externally-recruited managers have higher management scores, even after taking into account sector, location and a range of establishment-level characteristics (this was also shown in Table 5 ). However, columns (2) and (3) of Table 13 show that having an externally-recruited manager does not lead to greater labor productivity or total factor productivity. This is the first indication that the improved performance of better managed establishments is not due to a link between performance and the ability to recruit better managers from outside the establishment. As an additional check on our results, the analysis is run separately for those establishments with externally-recruited managers, and those establishments without. Figure 4 shows that the effect of management practices on productivity does not differ between those establishments that externallyrecruited their managers and those that did not. In terms of the effect on labor productivity (left panel), the impact of management practices is positive in both cases; in terms of TFP (right panel), the impact of management practices is only statistically significant for those establishments that did not externally recruit their managers (further evidence that the source of endogeneity that we are concerned about is 28 not impacting our results), but the difference between the two groups of establishments is not statistically significant. 
Conclusions
Despite some promising recent developments in some countries in the region, the fact remains that productivity in South America has not grown at the rates seen in other developing economies; between 1960 and 2017, annual total factor productivity growth in emerging Asian economies was 0.97 percent, while in the LAC region it contracted by 0.11 percent. This has important implications for economic growth and poverty reduction -income per capita in emerging Asian economies increased from 11 to 58 percent of the US level, while in the LAC region, the increase in per capita income relative to the US over the same period was from 20 to 24 percent. 7 If firms' productivity can be boosted by improved management practices, this may be a cost-effective way of accelerating economic growth and boosting prosperity.
Previous studies have shown that improving the management practices of firms in the developing world can have large positive impacts on productivity, and that one reason for which better management practices are not more widely-used is that managers are unaware of them. This suggests that simply 7 IDB, 2018.
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educating managers on how to improve practices in their firms may have beneficial impacts that extend beyond the firm. Our results show that the most robust relationship between management practices and productivity is in larger establishments; this suggests that, in order to achieve the greatest returns, efforts to improve management practices, specifically the components analyzed here, should focus on larger establishments.
With regards to the smaller establishments-where we find no evidence that improved management practices boost performance, we may need to consider alternative metrics of managerial capacity.
Research by McKenzie and Woodruff (2015) found that when alternative measures of managerial practices were used (including, marketing practices, stock keeping and financial planning), a significant relationship between management in micro and small firms and their performance did indeed exist.
Furthermore, an evaluation of the effectiveness of managerial training programs in enterprises with fewer than 50 employees, carried out by Campos et al. (2017) in Togo, showed that while a traditional training program had no impacts on performance, a psychology-based personal initiative training program increased firm profits by 30 percent. Further evidence of the need to think beyond standard interventions when it comes to small firms is provided by Brooks et al. (2018) , who found that for female microentrepreneurs in Kenya, whereas a formal management training program had no impacts on profitability, mentoring by an experienced entrepreneur from a woman's own community increased the profitability of microenterprises by, on average, 20 percent. Thus, an emerging body of evidence points to the fact that while standard management practices may be associated with performance in larger enterprises, there is a need to be more innovative when thinking about how improvements in management practices may boost the performance of smaller enterprises.
A final conclusion that can be drawn from our results, and which is supported by a wider body of evidence, is that when considering the impacts of managerial practices on firm performance, context matters-not all management practices can be expected to be equally effective in all settings. Our results show that across different countries within the same region, the returns to improved management practices are highly heterogenous. This may suggest that the institutional environments in which firms operate impacts the efficacity of managerial practices, a finding which merits further investigation in future work. Note that the question on performance bonuses was asked in two ways: to approximately half of the firms surveyed, the exact options above were presented; whereas, to the remaining firms, a filter question was asked first about whether performance bonuses were used, followed by a second question on the basis of bonuses. This was done to test whether the way in which the question was asked impacted the results. The results show that firms that were not asked the filter question were less likely to indicate "No performance bonuses"; while 75% of firms responded "No" when asked the filter question ("Does this establishment offer performance bonuses to management?"), only 58% responded "No performance bonuses" when the filter question was not posed.
While our baseline results are based on assigning a score of zero to those firms who answer "Don't know", all our results are robust to coding "Don't know" responses as missing. The results of this robustness test are available upon request from the authors. 
Appendix 2: Additional results

